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Lewis G. West 



Applicant requests review of the final rejection in the above-identified application. No amendments are being filed with 
this request. 



This request is being filed with a notice of appeal. 



The review is requested for the reason(s) stated on the attached sheet(s). 
Note: No more than five (5) pages may be provided. 
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STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF PRE-APPEAL REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

Sir: 

Pre-appeal review is requested because the reference is being interpreted in a way which 
is inconsistent with both conventional usage of the term "network" and the usage of the applicant 
himself in the cited reference. This is plainly improper. 

In the response to arguments on page 2 of the final rejection, it is suggested that in 
Walley there are multiple networks as each base station is capable of communicating with 
wireless, connected mobile devices. No support is cited for this proposition. 

The proposition is surprising since it is directly inconsistent with what the inventor 
Walley describes. Walley is explicit that he has one and only one network. That network is the 
network 100 which he describes as including three bases, BS1, BS2, and BS3. See paragraph 26. 
Thus, the cited reference is directly contrary to the position taken by the Examiner. An 
interpretation of the reference, which is totally inconsistent with the reference itself, cannot be 
sustained. 
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The reference is explicit that all the base stations and the connected terminals are one 
network. For example, the cited application repeatedly talks about "the network" not "the 
networks". To then simply take a subset of the elements and to define them as a network is 
inappropriate when, clearly, the one network is defined by convention and by the fact that all the 
devices within the network are enumerated. 

In the case of Walley, it is clear that all the devices in Walley' s network are enumerated 
together. There is no enumeration separately for any two networks. Thus any device that is 
enumerated with the first network is part of the first network. That means that all the devices in 
Walley are part of the first network. As a result, as Walley explicitly explains, there is no second 
network in his system. 

Walley never faces the problem of communicating address information between two 
different networks. He only has one network and whatever he communicates he communicates 
within that network. He does not have the problem that a first network has devices enumerated in 
it and a second network devices enumerated in it and the first and the second device networks 
have no way to know what devices are in the other network. 

Since Walley does not teach a solution to the problem claimed and the assertion that 
Walley teaches distinct networks is irreconcilable with the reference itself, the rejection should 
be reconsidered. 
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